The 1997 United Parcel Service (UPS) strike highlighted the conflict of interests between corporations and their employees, challenging the notion that the 1990s economic recovery had benefited all Americans equally. Television coverage of this strike, however, failed to reflect the class nature of this conflict. Instead, it framed the strike in nationalist terms and projected the interests of business onto the nation by constructing a harmonious national community with shared goals. Through a textual analysis of 269 news reports on ABC, CBS, and NBC, this article discusses the economic and social components of the "nationalist antistrike narrative." Economically, this narrative constructs the viewer as a middle-class consumer and invites the audience to identify with UPS. Socially, it offers mechanisms of corporate and national conflict resolution based on idealized nuclear family relations. This article argues that the narrative's logic stems from the institutional structure of American television, which is simultaneously a national and a nationalizing medium.
For the first time in more than two decades, in October 2002, the Taft Hartley Act was invoked by an American President to end a lockout by the Pacific Maritime Association and to force the West Coast dock workers to return to work for eighty days under conditions imposed by the state. Some of the justifications for employing the act were that the lockout was a blow to the "national economy" and that a potential strike on the West Coast a century ago by Charles Wilson, then president of General Motors (GM) , that what was good for GM was good for America.
Television and Nationalism
The nation-state emerged at a certain stage in the development of capitalism, characterized, among other things, by the onset of industrialization and the expansion of trade (Gellner 1983) . Nationalism as an ideology of unification arises within this context. Thus, Ernest Gellner (1983) argues that "the age of transition to industrialism was bound . . . also to be an age of nationalism" (p. 40). In this age of nationalism, culture, propagated through literature and newspapers, played an important role in forging national identity.
Benedict Anderson (1991) , in his influential book Imagined Communities, focuses specifically on the role of culture in enabling the idea of the nation to be "thought." He argues that the key factor in the development of a national imaginary was the growth of print-capitalism and the emergence of two forms of print communication, the novel and the newspaper. Together, they made it possible for groups of people to think of the nation as an "imagined political community-and imagined as both inherently limited and sovereign" (p. 6). Anderson adds that the mere act of reading a newspaper and seeing others in one's immediate environment engaged in a similar act promotes national identification. Gellner (1983) makes an observation similar to Anderson's when he notes that the media construct nationhood by their very nature. He states that the pervasiveness and importance of abstract, centralized, standardized, one to many communication . . . automatically engenders the core idea of nationalism, quite irrespective of what in particular is being put into the specific messages transmitted. The most important and persistent message is generated by the medium itself, by the role which such media have acquired in modern life. (p. 127) This is particularly true during the period of decolonization in the Americas. Anderson (1991) points out that the early newspapers were central to the process by which the concept of the nation was imagined. These gazettes contained announcements about the arrivals of ships, political appointments, marriage announcements, the prices of commodities and other such practical trade or imperial information. Anderson argues that the ways in which connections were made between "this marriage and that ship, this price with that bishop, was the very structure of the colonial ad-ministration and market-system itself" (p. 62). Thus, the gazettes created "an imagined community among a specific assemblage of fellow-readers, to whom these ships, bridges, bishops and prices belonged" (p. 62). It was not so much an explicit nationalist ideology but the way in which these newspapers brought together members of a colonial administrative unit that laid the basis for the nation to be imagined. Thus, people who lived in the market centers of Boston, Philadelphia, and New York were accessible to one another, and they were connected through newspapers and commerce.
It is hard to say to what extent newspapers continued to perform this role in the nineteenth century. The rise of immigration, the Civil War, and the movement of people toward the west led inevitably to a loosening of these links. Most newspapers during this period had a regional focus (i.e., northern vs. southern, New England vs. Mid-Atlantic states)-evidence of the fragmentation of a national audience. At the beginning of the twentieth century, there were no real national newspapers. Woodrow Wilson was known to have been particularly dismayed at this absence, commenting that it made it harder to counter the provincialism of local papers (Vaughn 1980) . This became particularly relevant during the First World War when lack of popular support for U.S. involvement brought to the fore the fragility of national identification. To change this, the Wilson administration had to win the American people to the idea that the war was in their interest. The war had to be constructed as being in the "national interest." To achieve this goal, the Committee for Public Information (CPI), also known as the Creel Committee, was established. It acted as a large-scale propaganda agency whose primary task was the construction of the nation and the legitimation of parliamentary democracy in its U.S. version (Vaughn 1980) . Among the many lessons that the agencies and individuals who participated in this project learned was that it was necessary to have a means of communicating nationally, particularly since the committee's communication methods were limited. This, combined with the growth of the advertising industry, which received a boost from the success of the committee's advertising division, contributed to an atmosphere which supported new communication technologies with a national reach.
Television, from its very inception, was thought of in national terms (Speigel 1992; Boddy 1990; Sterne 1999) . Jonathan Sterne (1999) argues that as early as the 1920s, the discourse on television was national in scope and that by the 1930s, the key players who would determine the shape of broadcasting understood that the nation was to be the basic geographic unit of television. While media historians disagree on the exact time period when television became a national medium, most would agree that by the 1960s many issues had been resolved, and a national television medium became a reality. Douglas Kellner (1990) has argued that by the 1960s television had supplanted radio in its unifying role. He states that "television bound the country together in rituals of national mourning and national drama, and demonstrated that it was now the new national force" (p. 49).
In 1963, a Roper poll found that a majority of the public obtained their information from television, initiating a process that Godfrey Hodgson (1976) referred to as the "nationalizing of American consciousness" (pp. 151-52). Michael Schudson (1995) argues that this process began with the Vietnam War when the "evening news became the symbolic center of the national agenda and the national consciousness" (p. 172). Ever since the 1960s, television began to promote national identification just as Anderson's "print-capitalism" had in the early years of the formation of the American nation. This was true not only structurally but also in terms of its content.
From its early days, television news was shaped by the Cold War; this was the result of a mutually dependent relationship between the government and television news producers in this period (Bernhard 1999) . Nancy Bernhard argues that while government officials were very aware of television's potential in constructing citizenship, television news producers needed the government's help, particularly in the form of inexpensive programming, to produce their shows. The end result was a complicity between television news and government information agencies that served to build a consensus for the Cold War and put in place an ideology that would outlive the Cold War.
Cold War ideology was fundamentally about constructing the American nation and the American "way of life" as one of democracy and freedom guaranteed by a free market. As Bernhard (1999) observes, television news "portrayed the communist threat to the American way of life through the lens of consumer capitalism" (p. 1). Patriotism and national identification were equated with personal consumption and an appreciation of free market capitalism. Various corporations, advocacy groups, and trade associations actively promoted the idea that the interests of the nation were coterminous with the success of business. Bernhard states that the "rhetoric of these campaigns successfully tied corporate self-interest to notions of broader public interest" (p. 25). It was in this context that Charles Wilson made his claim about GM and America.
The currency of this rhetoric can be attributed not only to the Cold War but also to the rise of "globalization" and the discourse of neoliberalism (McChesney and Herman 1997) . The end result is that today, the pro-free market nationalist frame of reference comes to be taken for granted in the news, while the interests of workers come to be subordinated to those of capital on a national and international scale. In the following section, I will examine the particular ways in which nationalist ideology frames strike narratives. The "nationalist narrative" consists of two aspects-the economic and the social.
Economic Aspects of the Nationalist Narrative
A strike is an economic struggle where workers, by withholding their labor power, resist the conditions of work imposed by the employing class. In this conflict, there are two clear sides-the workers and the owners/ managers of capital. Covering strikes through the lens of nationalism enables the corporate media, and television in particular, to take the side of the owners without appearing overtly biased. Nationalism, as an ideology of cross-class unity, thus serves to marginalize the strikers by constructing the public as members of a nation who share a common interest with the capitalist class. In this section, I will discuss five arguments that enable this construction: a healthy business sector means a healthy economy, Americans are consumers not workers, the free market best defines the nation and its history/traditions, strikes are un-American, and everyone can achieve the American dream.
American Business and the Economy
Initially, the prospect of a strike at UPS was news because it had the potential to disrupt "business as usual" nationwide and precipitate a social and economic crisis. A question that was asked and answered repeatedly before and during the first few days of the strike was What impact will the strike have on the economy? For instance, on Good Morning America, guest Jeffrey Sonnenfeld was asked, "Could this strike have a profound economic impact nationwide?" (Vargas 1997 ). This question can be answered in at least two ways. If the working class were the subject of this inquiry, then the response would be that a successful nationwide strike against lowwage, part-time employment could set a trend, both nationally and internationally, for better wages and jobs.
However, neither the host nor the guest had this particular scenario in mind. Instead, Sonnenfeld, a labor relations professor at Emory college and a UPS consultant, stated that the strike would have a "huge impact, . . . and retail showrooms, factories, warehouses, can get emptied fairly soon." Responding to a similar question, Alan Murray of The Wall Street Journal argued that by the end of that week, there would be a "real effect" on businesses and the economy (Vester 1997) . Ed Emmett of the National Industrial Transportation league explained this by stating that a "ripple effect" was likely, leaving businesses that relied on "just-in-time" delivery stranded. If this were to continue, it would lead to a shutdown and job losses elsewhere in the economy (Lunden 1997a) .
The "experts" consulted on the effect of the strike were overwhelmingly business-related professionals whose explanations of the effect of the strike were remarkably similar. They argued that a strike, which disrupts the normal/natural flow of business, was detrimental not only to corporations but to workers as well. In short, the health of an economy is based on the health of business. Absent from these discussions was the fact that through much of the booming economy of the 1990s, the majority of Americans saw their wages decrease or stagnate, while those of the top one to three percent increased dramatically (Mishel, Bernstein, and Schmitt 1999; Krugman 2002) .
2 The most effective way for workers to address this class polarization is through strikes and collective actions. The argument about a healthy economy being beneficial to all was not restricted to "experts"; rather, it reflected the general approach taken by the networks. For instance, reporters announced that a strike at "America's largest package delivery firm" (Rather 1997a ) was of concern not only to UPS workers but to "millions of Americans" (Curry 1997a), not to mention the effect on "American business" (Lunden 1997a) . In this discourse, not only was UPS "America's" package delivery system but so were other businesses, such as "America's warehouses" (James 1997 ) and "America's largest mail-order catalog houses" (Roberts 1997). This process of conferring a national identity on corporations, even those like UPS, which are multinational enterprises with operations in several countries, allows corporations to stand in for the nation. Thus, the health of the economy, based on the prosperity of business, becomes the interest not only of those who own and control the means of production but also of the rest of society. Thus, the interests of business were mapped onto the nation, which served to marginalize the striking workers and create a natural alliance between capitalists and consumers, who were both seen to benefit from a healthy national economy.
Americans as Consumers not Workers
Another question that framed the initial coverage of the strike was What does the strike mean for me (i.e., the viewer of the television news program)? When asked this question, Tyler Mathisen, editor of Money magazine, responded by saying that there was no cause for worry and that packages already in the system would be safe (Bergeron 1997) . It would appear that for both the host and the respondent, the term "me" stood for consumers rather than workers. Thus, the working-class viewer was invited to identify with UPS as a consumer rather than with the striking workers.
An emphasis on the shared inconvenience caused by the strike further helped create this community between consumers and businesses. The strike was a proverbial wrench thrown into the marketplace where buyer and seller could no longer reach each other. This meant that for "individual customers, patience may be at a premium during this strike. For businesses that depend on UPS shipments, the strike's impact is likely to be immediate and crippling" (Bowers 1997a ). Reporters desperately sought other avenues for the shipment of goods. Anchor Ann Curry asked reporter Joe Johns, " [W] hat alternatives do Americans have?" to which he replied that Federal Express and the Post Office were attempting to substitute for UPS (Curry 1997b) . A number of stories focused on how these two alternatives were handling the extra business in their attempt to patch up a "crippled national delivery system."
Television news also took on the responsibility of teaching us how to compensate for the temporary inconvenience caused by the strike, so we could continue to shop: The implications of this are that consumers and business owners, both part of a harmonious national community, have an interest in the maintenance of a healthy "national economy." This construction of audiences as consumers allows the narrative to draw the conclusion that any action that goes against the logic of the "free market" benefits no one. This logic was explicitly articulated by then Treasury Secretary Robert Rubin, the architect of the 1990s economic recovery. He argued that it was "very important that we have an economy that works for working Americans and that middle-income Americans, lower income Americans, share in the benefits of economic growth" (Will, Donaldson, and Roberts 1997) . If it happened that the rewards of the economy were being distributed unequally, as was the case with UPS, then according to Rubin, "That needs to be resolved as between employers and employees in the tradition of our country, which is one of market forces." The "market" and "market forces" were thus upheld as mechanisms for the creation of national well-being. What this conveniently erased was the history of the labor movement, and in the place of labor traditions, we were offered capitalist "free market traditions."
The Free Market and American Traditions
In the process of making the nation, the rhetoric of nationalism rests on the selective reappropriation of history and the "invention of tradition" (Hobsbawm and Ranger 1983) . Eric Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger explain that "'invented tradition' is . . . a set of practices, normally governed by overtly or tacitly accepted rules and of a ritual or symbolic nature, which seek to inculcate certain values and norms of behavior by repetition, which automatically implies continuity with the past" (p. 1). In the United States, this tradition has taken the form of a nation defined by consumption and free market capitalism. By drawing on these tacitly accepted set of rulesthat is, the conflation of capitalism with the nation-Rubin reinvented "America" through the process discussed by Hobsbawm. This view was further legitimized by reporters employing a similar understanding of the history of the nation. For instance, reporter John Palmer explained the origins of the antilabor Taft-Hartley act as follows:
Many Americans had similar feelings [as Russ Berrie, a small business owner interviewed earlier in the show, who was against the strike] just before TaftHartley became law half a century ago. There were dozens of national strikes as workers demanded the pay raises they'd been denied by the wage and price freeze imposed during World War II. Coal miners' strikes, rail strikes, telephone workers strikers, strikes against the major carmakers, walk-outs by taxi drivers, and even coffin makers. That prompted Congress to take action against what many thought was runaway labor by passing a labor-relations bill sponsored by Senator Robert Taft and Congressman Fred Hartley. (Seigenthaler 1997, italics added) We notice here the construction of workers as a distinct and unique oppositional category, with the majority of the population ("many Americans") being defined as subjects of the nation, who share an interest as consumers with the owners of coal mines, railroads, and car companies in preventing "runaway labor" from achieving its aims. Thus, a strike that threatened to disrupt national harmony not only justified but required the action of the state to "put the screws on somewhere in order to protect the economy of this country," as Irwin Gerard, a senior federal mediator who followed Palmer in the story, claimed. The rhetoric of nationalism allowed both Gerard and Palmer to defend the interests of capitalist class without explicitly saying so.
Palmer's discussion of Taft-Hartley was based on a selective construction of history that failed to account for the fact that the act was passed with the explicit goal of destroying the labor movement. George Lipsitz (1994) argues that the 1940s were a period when workers were beginning to solidify a classed identity and a broader notion of social change that conflicted with those of the capitalist class. In response to this, business tried to find legislative means through which class struggle could be checked and the gains of the 1930s rolled back. It was in this context that the Taft-Hartley bill, written by the National Association of Manufacturers, was passed (Boyer and Morais 1997) . In short, Taft-Hartley was used to destroy class solidarity. Labor historian Jeremy Brecher (1997) points out that the "conditions affecting workers in 1946 cut across industry lines, leading to the closest thing to a national general strike of industry in the twentieth century" (p. 248, italics added). In 1946 alone, 4.6 million workers were involved in strikes. This suggests a significantly larger consensus for the strike wave than was indicated by Palmer. Additionally, the bill was not popular. A sign of the bill's unpopularity lay in the fact that President Truman vetoed the bill and later ran on the promise that he would overturn it.
Thus, a selective appropriation of history allowed the strike narrative to "other" the strikers and erase labor history. However, the strikers were not consistently constructed as the other. At the same time that the strike narrative constructed "us" as consumers and "them" as runaway labor, it also attempted to assimilate the strikers into the narrative by stressing the effect of the strike on them. The strike was futile, we were told, and thus unAmerican.
Strikes as Un-American
A constant refrain in strike coverage from beginning to end was its threefold effect on businesses (including UPS), consumers, and UPS workers. This was a position shared by reporters, anchorpersons, CEOs and government representatives (Couric and Curry 1997a; Vaughn, Mullen, and Blake 1997; Mitchell 1997) . Dan Rather (1997b) articulated this argument succinctly when he began a report as follows: "This is the end of the second business week since the Teamsters union struck the United Parcel Service. The company's hurting, the strikers are hurting and so are the many people in business who depend on them" (italics added).
By the second week of the strike, UPS workers were no longer receiving their regular paychecks; instead, the union distributed weekly checks of $55 per worker from the strike fund. No doubt, this was difficult for the workers involved. All three networks conducted interviews with workers on the picket line to investigate its effect on their daily lives and the hardships they had to endure. Stories of worker hardship have a dual character. They can either be used to demonstrate the resolve and fortitude of workers in the struggle or to prove the "irrationality" of strikes. An instance of the former was when Sal Tutelamundo, a UPS driver, who normally earned $1,000 a week was asked how he would manage on $55. He replied that the strike was not "just for the drivers. This [was] for every family in America" (Williams 1997a) . Although he did not use the term "class," it would appear that Tutelamundo was attempting to generalize the interests of the strikers to those of working-class Americans. Another striker explained how personal hardships had "to be set aside to better the cause" (Foreman and Sawyer 1997). In short, the workers seemed to be indicating that they had to put aside their short-term interests for the sake of longer term goals. It is through this process that American workers have won many of the benefits they have today.
However, the absence of labor history in mainstream discourse, combined with the logic of consumer capitalism that promotes immediate gratification, meant that such explanations by workers were unthinkable. Thus, when workers expressed concern about their inability to feed their children and pay rent, these expressions of hardship were used to make the argument that strikes benefit no one, not even the workers who were on strike. A perfect illustration of this logic is found in the following report: (Bowers 1997b) Adopting a highly sensationalized tone, the story of Susan Laing, a small business owner (run in greater detail by NBC the previous day) was juxtaposed quite unproblematically with the difficulties faced by the workers to make the larger argument that strikes only devastate. While it is true that strikes do bring business to a halt and affect those that depend on the company being struck, that is precisely their intended effect. From the point of view of labor, the strike is the most effective means by which to negotiate a better contract. However, this viewpoint was quite absent, and instead, the effects on business/consumers and on the workers were highlighted. The assimilation of workers and their hardships into the nationalist narrative and the random placement of hardship stories within an overall antistrike narrative then served to "other" the strike itself; in short, strikes acquired an un-American hue. This argument was further bolstered by the effect of the strike on small business owners or the petty bourgeoisie.
The Middle Class and the American Dream
A significant number of stories had interviews with small business owners and the effect that the strike was having on them. We were told repeatedly that while "the strike [was] costing UPS tens of millions of dollars in lost deliveries, it [was] also undermining thousands of small businesses," such as a bakery in Evanston, Illinois, owned by the Hoopers. Mr. Hooper explained that unable to ship his products, he was faced with the prospect of laying off his workers (Rather 1997c) . Tom Loomis, who made taxidermy supplies, found that the very existence of his business was threatened (Couric and Curry 1997b) . Russ Berrie, a small business owner with merchandise and shipments ranging in the millions of dollars, found that he was unable to ship his normal load. He stated that the strike was particularly affecting the "small-business person, the retailer." What these stories illustrated were the casualties of an act that disrupted the continuation of "business as usual," and the viewer was invited to identify with the small business owner or, at the very least, sympathize with her or his plight. Underlying this invitation is the unspoken logic of the American dream.
The most explicit construction of this argument was through the use of quotations by business owner Berrie in several stories on NBC. In a morning news story, Berrie stated that "they [the small-business owners] are the heartbeat of the economy and their dreams [were] being shattered by not having merchandise on the shelf" (Kur 1997) . Later that evening on NBC Nightly News, Berrie added that it was "the small-business person that [was] being hurt. It's the dreams of America we all have" (Seigenthaler 1997) . This is the logic of petty bourgeois individualism and the American dream (Davis 1986 ). In the rhetoric of the American dream, the petty bourgeoisie, particularly the small business owner, is upheld as the exemplar of hard work and diligence leading to the ownership of private property. The small business becomes the means by which the individual entrepreneur can aspire to the doorstep of the bourgeois. Thus, a strike that jeopardized a person's chances of realizing the dream was necessarily un-American. Historically, the strength of this logic has served to blunt class consciousness and promote individualism at the expense of class solidarity (Davis 1986) .
In summary, the logic of the economic aspects of the nationalist narrative rests on the generalization of the interests of business to that of the nation. American workers are constructed as consumers with a distinct national interest rather than as members of an international working class. The argument necessarily relies on an erasure of the history of labor struggles and on the promotion of free market traditions, which is consistent with the logic of petty bourgeois individualism grounded in the American dream. Yet, the economic arguments of the strike narrative only go so far. They do not explain why the strike was initiated in the first place and, more importantly, what role each member of the nation had to play in resolving this conflict. It is here that the social aspects of the nationalist narrative assume importance.
Social Aspects of the Nationalist Narrative
In nationalist discourse, the nation is a large community that draws individuals together on the basis of perceived shared interests. Within this community, the relationships between individuals are defined fundamentally through the lens of the nuclear family. Barbara Whitehead, president of a "family values" organization, illustrates this logic as follows:
The family serves as the seedbed for the virtues required by a liberal state. The family is responsible for teaching lessons of independence, self-restraint, responsibility, and right conduct, which are essential to a free, democratic society. If the family fails in these tasks, then the entire experiment in democratic self-rule is jeopardized. (Whitehead 1993, 84) Whitehead stresses the importance of the nuclear family to the nation, and she does so in ways that are specific to the rhetoric of neoconservatives. In the early 1980s, in response to the feminist and gay liberation movement, the "New Right" launched a campaign to reclaim the "traditional" family, a self-contained unit based on the uncompensated labor of women, which functions as the locus of socialization and disciplining within the nation.
Built on this argument is the notion that the entire nation is to be seen as a family and that it should function in similar ways. Newt Gingrich, who spearheaded the "Contract with America" in the early 1990s, explains this logic as follows: "Think of America as a giant family of two hundred and sixty million people of extraordinarily diverse backgrounds riding in a huge car down the highway trying to pursue happiness and seek the American dream" (Kelly 1994, 43) . He adds that the national family has problems; there exists "a crisis of our entire civilization," which is the product of children straying from familial norms (Kelly 1994, 43) . Therefore, like the nuclear family, the parental actor should discipline the wayward children.
In the nuclear family, parents are accorded legitimate authority to subject their children to the requirements necessary to socialize them, even if this conflicts with the rights or choices of the child and especially so when children are deviant. In a family where the bonds that unite its members are based on love, it is assumed that the individual must give up his or her rights in the interests of familial harmony. When the nation becomes a family, a similar subordination of individual rights is expected. Thus, the family and patriarchal relations within the family become a way of justifying the existing power relationships within the nation.
The extent to which this rhetoric is reflected in the mainstream media is visible in its taken-for-grantedness in the nationalist antistrike narrative. In this narrative, there are three levels of familial discourse that function to exclude other ways of thinking about kinship and community: nuclear, corporate, and national. The nuclear family consists of heterosexual, monogamous parents and children. The corporate family consists of management and workers. The national family consists of consumers, the corporate family, and the state. In each of these cases, the power to discipline, in the interests of familial harmony, lies with the "parent," usually the father. In the corporate family, the parental disciplining figure is management, and in the national family, it is the state.
Nuclear Family
The nuclear family appeared in several stories about the picket line. For instance, a reporter announced that it "was a family affair on the picket line today for striking driver Edward Howse. He brought his three-year-old son Alex with him and his wife Susan and their four-month-old son, Ryan" (James 1997 ). The aim of family stories was to depict, on one hand, the hardships experienced by the families and, on the other, the family as a haven against external crises. An interview with the Passaretti family illustrated the latter:
Bill Ritter (reporter, voice-over) : Now the strike is also hitting home for Passaretti's wife, Laura. Laura Passaretti: It is scary, but I-like I said, I work, I work for an insurance company, you know, I make a good salary. And we're just going to have to manage. Bill Ritter: And the Passaretti kids are also pitching in. Twenty-one-yearold Anthony Jr. works as a plumber, and 17-year-old Denise is a clerk at a grocery store. Denise Passaretti: I don't make that much money, but if they needed it, like, I would give it to them, I think. Anthony Passaretti, Jr.: They did it for me for 21 years. I'm willing to give back anything. (Ritter 1997) This story resonated perfectly with the image of the ideal nuclear family that pulled together during a crisis. Certainly, the nuclear family does pro-tect workers both financially and emotionally from the vicissitudes of the market, but in the antistrike narrative, these familial bonds are stressed over and above those amongst the workers themselves. Thus, the way in which unions and unorganized workers pulled together in solidarity with the striking workers was not discussed as a metaphor for an extended family, even though there are historic precedents where workers refer to each other as members of a family to show class solidarity (Cloud 1999) . During this strike, rallies were held across the nation that brought together hundreds, and at times thousands, of union and nonunion workers who joined and reinforced picket lines. The paucity of news stories on the level of public support and the financial contributions made by other unionists, workers, and members of various communities served to erase class solidarity. Ninety-five percent of the strikers did not cross the picket line, and fifty-five percent of the American public supported the strikers (Saad 1997) . In the news coverage, however, we find in place of class solidarity a focus on individual strength that derives from the bonds of loyalty among members of a nuclear family.
Corporate Family
The corporate family consists of workers and managers whose relationship is based on mutual dependence, teamwork, and the act of putting aside individual interests for the benefit of the company as a whole. According to this logic, UPS, we were informed, was the ideal corporate family. This was how one reporter described UPS and the strike.
Scott Cohn (reporter):
This [strike] is almost completely out of character at a company where labor/management relations have traditionally been among the coziest in corporate America. Janny Pollock (striking employee): With the company and the . . . employees, . . . it was like . . . a family thing. Cohn: In fact, Jim Casey, who founded UPS, was a teenager in 1907-actually invited the Teamsters union to organize his workforce. . . . But in recent years, with competition growing, the company has been cutting costs to stay on top, . . . relying on part-time workers and paying them at a lower rate. And so a family feud with UPS managers, many of whom worked their way up the ranks, now on the inside looking out. (Ford 1997) UPS, it would seem, used to be an ideal corporate family where workers and management had no conflicts. The strike was then explained by the external pressures of competition, which management, the parental actor, succumbed to. When management reneged on its responsibility to its workers/children, the end result was a "dysfunctional UPS family" (Rather 1997b) . However, as with most "family feuds," reconciliation was an imminent possibility, and an amiable solution was likely thanks to familial relations. It should be noted that this construction was not left unchallenged. Ron Carey, the president of the Teamsters, was quoted several times on the hypocrisy behind UPS's veneer of an "ideal corporation," pointing to the huge profits accumulated by the company at the cost of workers' wages. However, within the dominant narrative, the familial nature of the corporation (i.e., corporate paternalism) was so complete that the bonds between manager and employee were shown to be forged in love. On one segment, a manager was heard saying, "Remember the people out there on the other side. They're our employees. We love them. We're going to love them when they come back" (Rather 1997b) . The company tried to present a picture of utmost concern for its employees. Company spokespersons constantly referred to UPS workers as "our people" (Schieffer 1997) . When asked to comment on why 57 percent of the U.S. population supported the strikers over UPS, James Kelly, CEO of UPS, responded by saying, "If you were to pit a large corporation against a friendly, courteous UPS driver, I'd vote for the UPS driver also. I think if you talk about who has the welfare of the UPS people more in minds, UPS or the Teamsters, you get a different response" (Williams 1997b ). Kelly's claim was reflective of the logic of corporate paternalism, which allows corporations to express concern about their workers while denigrating or ignoring union officials who the workers have chosen as their representatives. Ultimately, father, in this case UPS management, knows best.
The story of Tom Tuttle, a UPS driver, exemplified this narrative. Tuttle became the poster boy for a nonconfrontational solution to the "crisis" that most resonated with the corporate family scenario:
Whitaker (reporter):
A financial crisis; a crisis of loyalty. He loves his job, a full-time driver for eight years. He calls the manager now driving the trucks good guys. Tuttle: They're friends of mine, and they're-and now we're pitted against each other. And it's a tough position. Whitaker: All the tougher because he's not certain why it came to this, why work and negotiations couldn't go on at the same time, as in the past. (Rather 1997d) Unable to understand the need for a strike, or to recognize the class nature of the conflict, Tuttle appeared like a child caught in a dispute between his parents (UPS and the union leadership). Placed in a vulnerable situation (a financial crisis), Tuttle could not explain why the familial status quo had broken down. Additionally, he bore the appearance of the all-American success story-he made a comfortable living, lived in a nuclear family with a stay-at-home wife, and owned a home. And both the company and the union, it seems, made this lifestyle possible. Tuttle states that "the union, along with UPS, has given us so much. So it's-it's both. And I am torn. It's like a family feud" (Rather 1997d ). Unable to take sides between quarreling parents, Tuttle was in a quandary. This story resonated so well with the all-American narrative of the strike that versions of this segment were run twice the next day (Bowers 1997c; Robelot 1997) . In many ways, Tuttle was representative of the elitist construction of the strikers. The workers were shown to be either deviant children involved in picket-line violence or innocents who were under the sway of the union leadership; in both cases, they were robbed of any agency.
National Family
Encompassing these two family structures, the corporate and the nuclear family, is the overarching national family. The national family brings together business, consumers, workers, and the state in a harmonious relationship. When "normal" relations between the first three are disrupted, state intervention is presented as the logical outcome and is shown to be in the interests of all Americans; that is, when the parents of the corporate family have failed in their tasks or when children have committed deviant acts, the intervention of the paternal state as an arbiter becomes necessary.
The state can intervene in a strike in at least two ways-it can end a strike through the use of laws such as the Taft-Hartley Act, or it can bring labor and management together to facilitate the process of negotiation. The Clinton administration chose the latter course, a prudent choice given that polls taken later showed that the use of Taft-Hartley would have been extremely unpopular (Johnston 1997). In either case, the state tried to resolve a conflict fundamental to capitalism within the parameters of what is acceptable. This form of conflict resolution was justified on the grounds that it reflected the interests of the "national family."
Labor Secretary Alexis Herman, in explaining the role of the state in the UPS strike, internalized the logic of the state-as-parent striving to restore unity between quarreling members of a family on the basis of common national interests. She stated that when "there are differences, it takes real work. It takes hard work to bridge those differences. But when there are shared values and there is a shared commitment at stake, then that work is made easier" . The state became a family counselor in the interests of a "shared" national family value. Rahm Emanuel, senior advisor to Clinton, repeated several times that the solution to the strike was to continue the negotiation process, arguing that "the American people want them to find the differences and . . . a way to bridge their differences and also come to understand that they had to find the solution . . . by negotiating" (Schieffer 1997) .
At the conclusion of the strike, John Calhoun Wells, the federal mediator explained the role of the state as follows:
We had a clear understanding of each other's point of view, and we tried to see not only what our interests were but what their interests were. And our job as the mediator was to try to get people to look beyond their own selfinterest to the shared interests that would be good not only for them but for the other party as well. (Lunden 1997b) In short, members of the national family can be brought together to reach decisions of collective benefit through the dispassionate yet persistent efforts of the neutral paternal state. What was implicit in all the interviews with government representatives was the legitimacy of state intervention into labor disputes in the capacity of a neutral arbiter.
The most focused discussion on state intervention took place on August 10. All three networks interviewed various state officials, union representatives, and company spokespersons to determine whether President Bill Clinton should employ the Taft-Hartley Act. UPS representatives argued that Clinton should use Taft-Hartley, while labor representatives John Sweeney and Ron Carey advocated abstention. Yet, the range of debate was limited and precluded any discussion about the legitimacy of state intervention in labor struggles. Instead, the debate centered on charges of corruption-that is, the idea that Clinton had not intervened because of the Teamsters' contributions to his campaign. John Sweeney, president of the AFL-CIO, jumped to Clinton's defense claiming that Clinton believed in collective bargaining and workers' right to strike (Will, Donaldson, and Roberts 1997) . This was a questionable defense, given that only a few months prior to this strike, Clinton had denied American Airlines workers precisely this right, and immediately after the UPS strike, he prevented Amtrak workers from striking. Despite this, even among labor representatives, the legitimacy of the state remained inviolable.
The above analysis shows that in each of the families discussed, the subordinated members were expected to forfeit their rights for the good of the family, and in each case, the parental figure was assumed to arbitrate in the interests of the entire nuclear, corporate, or national family. When viewed in conjunction with the section on the economic aspects of the nationalist narrative, it becomes clear that the key goal of the nationalist narrative is to universalize the interests of corporations and subordinate those of labor to the national capitalist family.
However, this narrative did not go uncontested. Ron Carey, who was interviewed several times on all three networks, did construct an alternative scenario of "labor nationalism," which projected the interests of labor onto the nation. 4 Additionally, 55 percent of the population supported the strikers, indicating that the logic that was used to encode the strike narrative was not the one employed by significant numbers of the viewers in decoding the news. In short, the construction of nationalism is neither automatic nor complete. Rather, the process of gaining hegemony is ongoing and contradictory.
Conclusion
As I have tried to show, our understanding of media and nationalism can be furthered by focusing on the explicit and implicit ways in which nationalism is employed in the framing of economic conflicts. The nationalist narrative in strike reporting stems organically from a national television system that has played the role of a nationalizing force. This nationalist narrative has two aspects: economic and social. While the economic arguments serve to generalize the interests of the capitalist class to the nation, the social arguments offer mechanisms of conflict resolution based on naturalized relations with the nuclear family.
However, it is heartening to note that television is limited in its ability to gain consent for the dominant framework. As the result of a combination of various factors, a national strike by 185,000 workers had a considerable effect on the consciousness of the working class (Kumar 2001 ) so that significant numbers of them identified with their class rather than the American nation. This is a sign of the potential that exists in class struggle, and it offers hope in the post-9/11 world we inhabit today.
Notes
1. I conducted a search on the Lexis-Nexis database, and after excluding the short "teasers" and promotionals, I found a total of 269 stories on all three networks (ABC = 75, CBS = 114, NBC = 80).
2. For a discussion of class in the United States today, see Kumar 2004. 3 . While there were a few stories on part-time employment on all three networks, they were dwarfed in comparison to probusiness stories. However, ABC did correct this problem during the second week of the strike, as did several other news media outlets, largely because of the pressure of public opinion (Kumar 2001) . ABC coverage during the second week of the strike stands as somewhat of an exception to some of the broader arguments that follow.
4. I discuss this in greater detail in my forthcoming book on media coverage of the United Parcel Service (UPS) strike.
